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Introduction
The Engineering Subject Centre of the Higher Education Academy has run essay competitions entitled 'Student Awards' since 2003/04. The idea started from a simple desire to gather student views on engineering education. It was hoped that the shortlisted essays published on the website would be a useful resource for engineering lecturers. Another incidental but valuable aim was to increase the involvement of students with the subject centre.
The title for the first competition in 2003/04 was 'What makes a good engineering lecturer?'. The competition has been run every year since, with the titles given in Table 1 . Each competition has generated some excellent submissions, which have been judged by a panel of academics, professional engineers and subject centre staff. Each year the essay written by the competition winner has been published on the Centre's website (www.engsc.ac.uk), together with a number of shortlisted entries. Since 2004/05 the competition has been run in collaboration with the majority of the other subject centres of the HE Academy (HE Academy, 2009 ) and the overall winner has been awarded a prize at the Academy's annual conference.
For the 2007/08 competition it was decided to return again to 'What makes a good engineering lecturer?'.
The entries to the 2003/04 competition were analysed in some detail by . The outcome was a list of favoured attributes with an indication of the level of consensus for each that was expressed in the essays. This was supported by quotations from the essays covering the most insightful and sincerely expressed comments. made further comment on the 2003/04 competition. The paper describes the organisation of the competition and contains some reflection on the use of student essays in general as a feedback tool. The outcomes of the 2004/05 competition ('What makes the best learning experience for an engineering student?') were also considered, and the following observation was made: The purpose is to present the views of the students in a readily accessible form, by identifying the most commonly identified attributes, and quoting from the content of the essays. The quotations are seen as an important element in this paper. The students are allowed to say it for themselves since they say it very well. There is also comparison of the views expressed in 2007/08 with those in 2003/04 (as reported by ).
The attributes identified
All 43 essays submitted to the 2007/08 competition were analysed in order to identify the most commonly cited attributes, and to harvest quotations that elaborate on the attributes and give a sense of the liveliness and commitment of the essays.
Clearly there was some subjectivity on the part of the researchers in classifying the attributes, and there was some interpretation of the students' meaning in assuming that slightly different descriptions represented effectively the same attribute. Diversity of teaching tools/media also rated highly amongst the essayists (49%), from both a point of view of holding the students' attention and encompassing the wide range of learning styles which will inevitably be colliding, as put by Fatuma Ali, Civil Engineering student at City University: The standards expected by our essayists are high (and rightly so), but they don't just consider lecturing to be a one-way street.
Interacting with the class, or 'audience participation', is cited in 26% of the essays as crucial to the success of the learning experience: on a more administrative note, a well organised and suitably prepared lecturer is one likely to make a good impression on 14% of respondents. As Roslyn Clarke, MEng Civil and Environmental Engineering student at the University of Edinburgh puts it:
'Preparation is vital to gain student confidence in their knowledge and the information they provide -no one likes to wait for a lecturer to work out his own slides!'
A similar number of essays (12%) cited clarity of course structure as key to a lecturer's success. lauriane Thorner, MSc Control Systems student at Imperial College sums this up well:
'The first point that makes a good engineering lecturer is the clarity of his course. […]Taking into account that only ten percent of what the lecturer says remain in the students' minds, he needs to know how to make them focus on the main ideas […] a logical and explicit structure in the course is certainly the most reliable tool, all the more that examples and corrected-exercises illustrate the important steps and that the courses are well-organised.'
Surprisingly, given that the entrants were feeding back to their teachers in the broadest sense of the term by entering the competition, only 12% of the essayists cited openness to student feedback as a trait of the good lecturer. one of the few who did, Benjamin Wang (a Mechanical Engineering Student at the University of Bristol), stressed the need to give as well as receive feedback: 
Comparison with 2003/04
In response to the first use of the same essay title in 2003/04, 29 essays were submitted. It was the first competition, and the judging panel, perhaps keen to maximise exposure to the submissions on the website, shortlisted 11. In the analysis of these submissions ) the level of consensus for the various attributes was derived from the 11 shortlisted submissions only, although all 29 essays were used as a potential source of quotations. It was not considered appropriate to give precise percentages based on a total of just 11, and so the level of consensus was expressed as:
• strong consensus -referred to in virtually all the shortlisted essays • good consensus -referred to in more than half the shortlisted essays • some consensus -referred to in several of the shortlisted essays.
The precise categorisation of the attributes identified in the essays was different for 2003/04 and 2007/08, partly because of the difference in the number of essays analysed (11 in 2003/04 against 43 for 2007/08), partly because the detailed analysis was carried out by different researchers, and partly because the essays themselves were different. In both cases, an element of 'grounded theory approach' was evident in the analysis in the sense that it was considered important to allow the categories to emerge from the data.
The attributes identified, and the level of consensus, for the 2003/04 essays were as follows.
Strong consensus -virtually all the shortlisted essays referred to these characteristics: that a good engineering lecturer:
• is enthusiastic • gives clear, well-structured presentations • uses real-world engineering examples backed up by industrial experience.
Good consensus -The following characteristics were clearly identified in more than half of the shortlisted essays. A good lecturer:
• has a genuine interest in students as individuals and as members of an audience (is friendly, approachable and patient; is audience-aware and responds to feedback) • encourages learning • has depth of knowledge and command of the material • uses visual material and demonstrations effectively
• gives good handouts • makes classes enjoyable.
Some consensus -In addition to these characteristics, several shortlisted essays indicated that a good engineering lecturer:
• is good at simplifying difficult concepts • is well organised and reliable. There are slight differences of emphasis overall: 'approachability', and 'adaptability to learning styles and student level' were emphasised more in 2007/08 whereas enthusiasm and enjoyment value were emphasised more in 2003/04. It was observed by that in the 2003/04 essays 'no one comes remotely close to saying "a good lecturer is someone who doesn't lecture much". This is partly explained by the fact that … these students have taken the title to refer to the lecturer as a giver of lectures.' Perhaps there is slightly more attention paid to the work of the lecturer outside the lecture room in the 2007/08 essays than in the 2003/04 essays, but there is not enough data to confirm that this is a genuine change with time.
It is clear that both competitions gave high importance to use of real-world examples. 
Conclusions
The 43 essays with the title 'What makes a good engineering lecturer?' submitted in 2007/08 to the 'Student Award' competition organised by the Higher Education Academy Engineering Subject Centre have been analysed. The aim has been to identify the most commonly cited attributes and to present quotes that convey the spirit of the essays.
The outcome has been compared with a previously published analysis of 11 shortlisted essays with the same title submitted to the competition in 2003/04. The comparison has been presented on Tables 2 and 3, which indicate a high level of agreement in the outcomes of the two competitions. The analysis of the 2007/08 essays has produced a more finely-grained identification of attributes and their relative weighting by students entering the competition, which is useful in itself.
As in 2003/04, the 2007/08 essays should be of great value to engineering lecturers who are interested in what makes them, or might make them, good lecturers. But they are, above all, a source of inspiration. The students, even just through the quotations in this paper, communicate infectious enthusiasm -for their courses, for their future as engineers, and for their good lecturers.
